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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The specification is objected to because the brief description of the drawing fails 
to describe what each of the Figures represents. See MPEP § 608.01(f). Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 10, the phrase "such as" renders the claim indefinite because it 
is unclear whether the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. 
See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sate in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 11 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Tengel, US Pat. No. 5,940,812. 
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Re Claim 11: Tengel discloses a method for automating a loan application process 
comprising the steps of: generating a credit score based on data representative of a 
loan application and business logic rules (Tengel, abstract, Fig. 1; col. 6, lines 46-61); 
and 

determining a loan product available to an applicant using said credit score, lender loan 

product parameters, eligibility requirements (Tengel, abstract, Figs. 2A, 2B, 3A, 

3B,4,5 ( 6; col. 2, lines 33+ - col. 3, line 16; col. 4, lines 18- 35; col. 5, lines 12-28; col. 6, 

line 42+ - col. 7, line 5; col. 7, lines 39 - 49; col. 8, line 19+ - col. 9, line 54). 

Re Claim 13: Tengel discloses a method for implementing an on-line underwriting 

system through a communications network comprising the steps of: 

collecting applicant information relating to a loan application (Tengel, abstract; Figs. 2A, 

3A, 3B, 5, col. 2, lines 25-51; col. 3, lines 10-16; col. 7, lines 1-5; col. 8, line 19+ - col. 9, 

line 22); 

generating a credit score based on data representative of the loan application and 
business logic rules (Tengel, abstract, Fig. 1; col. 6, lines 46-61); 
determining a loan product available to an applicant using said credit score, lender loan 
product parameters, eligibility requirements (Tengel, abstract, Figs. 2A, 2B, 3A, 
3B,4,5,6; col. 2, lines 33+ - col. 3, line 16; col. 4, lines 18- 35; col. 5, lines 12-28; col. 6, 
line 42+ - col. 7, line 5; col. 7, lines 39 - 49; col. 8, line 1 9+ - col. 9, line 54); and 
generating a term sheet for an applicant relating to the product and terms of an 
identified loan product (Tengel, abstract, Figs. 6,7; col. 9, lines 23- 54). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-5,7,8,10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Tengel, US Pat. No. 5,940,812 in view of Dykstra, US Pat. No. 5,611,052. 

Re Claim 1: Tengel discloses an automated loan application processing system 

comprising: 

a credit scoring computer module whose actions are directed by software components 
(Tengel, abstract, Fig. 1; col. 6, lines 46-61); and 

a loan product identifier responsive to said overall score, a loan product parameters, 
eligibility parameters, and business logic rules to identify a loan product whose 
requirements are satisfied by a particular loan application (Tengel, abstract, Figs. 2A, 
2B, 3A, 3B,4,5,6; col. 2, lines 33+ - col. 3, line 16; col. 4, lines 18- 35; col. 5, lines 12-28; 
col. 6, line 42+ - col. 7, line 5; col. 7, lines 39 - 49; col. 8, line 19+ - col. 9, line 54). 
Tengel fails to explicitly disclose a system comprising: 
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a credit scoring computer module whose actions are directed by software components 
wherein the credit scoring computer module includes a credit matrix which calculates an 
overall score on the basis of data representative of a particular loan application and 
business logic rules for a plurality of credit matrix categories. 

Dykstra discloses an automated loan application processing system comprising: 
a credit scoring computer module whose actions are directed by software components 
wherein the credit scoring computer module includes a credit matrix which calculates an 
overall score on the basis of data representative of a particular loan application and 
business logic rules for a plurality of credit matrix categories (Dykstra, abstract, Figs. 1, 
2A, 2D; col. 1, lines 5-11; col. 2, lines 25-62; col. 3, lines 33-48; col. 4, lines 41+ - col. 5, 
line 1 1 ; col. 5, lines 39- col. 6, lines 43). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Tengel by adopting the teachings of Dykstra to 
provide an automated loan application processing system comprising: a credit scoring 
computer module whose actions are directed by software components wherein the 
credit scoring computer module includes a credit matrix which calculates an overall 
score on the basis of data representative of a particular loan application and business 
logic rules for a plurality of credit matrix categories; and a loan product identifier 
responsive to said overall score, a loan product parameters, eligibility parameters, and 
business logic rules to identify a loan product whose requirements are satisfied by a 
particular loan application. 
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As suggested by Tengel, one would have been motivated to automatically 
determine a best available loan for a potential borrower; allow lenders to precisely scale 
and match loan attributes to the borrower's attributes; and provides easy access about 
the loan market for both potential borrowers and lenders. 
Re Claim 2: Tengel discloses an automated loan application processing system, 
according to claim 1 , further comprising: 

a database, communicating with said credit scoring computer module and said loan 
product identifier, containing said business logic rules, said loan product parameters, 
and said eligibility parameters (Tengel, abstract, Fig. 1 ; col. 2, lines 33+ - col. 3, line 16; 
col. 4, lines 18- 35; col. 5, lines 12-28; col. 6, line 42+ - col. 7, line 5; col. 7, lines 39 - 
49; col. 8, line 19+ - col. 9, line 54). 

Re Claim 3: Tengel discloses an automated loan application processing system, 
according to claim 1 , further comprising: 

a web based applicant interface communicating with said database for collecting 
applicant information (Tengel, abstract; Figs. 1, 2A, 3A, 3B, 5, col. 2, lines 25-51; col. 3, 
lines 10-16; col. 7, lines 1-5; col. 8, line 19+ - col. 9, line 22). 
Re Claim 4: Tengel discloses an automated loan application processing system, 
according to claim 1 , further comprising: 

an automated query interface communicating with said database for collecting external 
credit information (Tengel, abstract, Fig. 1, 2A, 9; col. 2, lines 33-51; col. 3, lines 10-16; 
col. 6, line 42-45; col. 8, line 66+ - col. 9, line 31). 
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Re Claim 5: Tengel discloses an automated loan application processing system, 
according to claim 1, further comprising a term sheet generator (Tengel, abstract, Figs. 
6,7; col. 9, lines 23- 54). 

Re Claim 7: Tengel discloses an automated loan application processing system, 
according to claim 4, wherein said external credit information is credit history report from 
a third party source (Tengel, abstract, Fig. 1, 2A, 9; col. 2, lines 33-51; col. 3, lines 10- 
16; col. 6, line 42-45; col. 8, line 66+ - col. 9, line 31). 

Re Claim 8: An automated loan application processing system, according to claim 1, 
wherein said business logic rules include at least one of the following parameters: 
repayment ability, collateral, management experience, personal credit history, leverage 
& equity, and working capital (Tengel, abstract, Figs. 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B,4,5,6; col. 2, lines 
33+ - col. 3, line 16; col. 4, lines 18- 35; col. 5, lines 12-28; col. 6, line 42+ - col. 7, line 
5; col. 7, lines 39 - 49; col. 8, line 19+ - col. 9, line 54). 

Re Claim 10: Tengel fails to explicitly disclose an automated loan application 
processing system, wherein said credit matrix is divided into multiple categories, such 
as, repayment ability, collateral, management experience, personal credit history, 
leverage & equity, and working capital. Dykstra discloses an automated loan 
application processing system, according to claim 1, wherein said credit matrix is 
divided into multiple categories, such as, repayment ability, collateral, management 
experience, personal credit history, leverage & equity, and working capital (Dykstra, 
abstract, Figs. 1 , 2A, 2D; col. 1 , lines 5-1 1 ; col. 2, lines 25-62; col. 3, lines 33-48; col. 4, 
lines 41 + - col. 5, line 1 1 ; col. 5, lines 39- col. 6, lines 43). It would have been obvious 
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to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
teachings of Tengel by adopting the teachings of Dykstra to provide an automated loan 
application processing system, wherein said credit matrix is divided into multiple 
categories, such as, repayment ability, collateral, management experience, personal 
credit history, leverage & equity, and working capital. As suggested by Tengel, one 
would have been motivated to automatically determine a best available loan for a 
potential borrower; allow lenders to precisely scale and match loan attributes to the 
borrower's attributes; and provides easy access about the loan market for both potential 
borrowers and lenders. 

Claims 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tengel and Dykstra as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Davidson, US 
Pat. No. 5,699,527. 

Re Claim 6: Tengel fails to explicitly disclose an automated loan application processing 
system, further comprising: a web based business development offer interface 
communicating with said database for reviewing applicant information. Davidson 
automated loan application processing system, further comprising: a web based 
business development offer interface communicating with said database for reviewing 
applicant information (Davidson, abstract, col. 1, lines 15+ - col. 2, line 29). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the teachings of Tengel and Dykstra by adopting the teachings of Davidson to provide 
an automated loan application processing system, further comprising: a web based 
business development offer interface communicating with said database for reviewing 
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applicant information. As suggested by Davidson one would have been motivated to 
provide a shorter time period for processing business loan applications. 
Re Claim 9: Tengel fails to explicitly disclose an automated loan application processing 
system, wherein said eligibility parameters include Small Business Administration loan 
eligibility requirements. Davidson automated loan application processing system, 
wherein said eligibility parameters include Small Business Administration loan eligibility 
requirements (Davidson, abstract, col. 1, lines 15-50). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the teachings of 
Tengel and Dykstra by adopting the teachings of Davidson to provide an automated 
loan application processing system, wherein said eligibility parameters include Small 
Business Administration loan eligibility requirements. As suggested by Davidson one 
would have been motivated to provide a shorter time period for processing business 
loan applications. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tengel 
as applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of Dykstra, US Pat. No. 5,61 1 ,052. 
Re Claim 12: Tengel fails to explicitly disclose a method for automating a loan 
application process, wherein said credit score is calculated by generating an overall 
score for a plurality individual variables within a credit matrix. Dykstra discloses a 
method for automating a loan application process, wherein said credit score is 
calculated by generating an overall score for a plurality individual variables within a 
credit matrix (Dykstra, abstract, Figs. 1, 2A, 2D; col. 1, lines 5-11; col. 2, lines 25-62; 
col. 3, lines 33-48; col. 4, lines 41+ - col. 5, line 11; col. 5, lines 39- col. 6, lines 43). It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the teachings of Tengel by adopting the teachings of Dykstra to provide a 
method for automating a loan application process, wherein said credit score is 
calculated by generating an overall score for a plurality individual variables within a 
credit matrix. As suggested by Tengel, one would have been motivated to automatically 
determine a best available loan for a potential borrower; allow lenders to precisely scale 
and match loan attributes to the borrower's attributes; and provides easy access about 
the loan market for both potential borrowers and lenders. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Lynch, US Pat. No. 6,823,319 - loans; 
Lebda, US Pat. No. 6,385,594 - loans; 
Walker, US Pat. No. 6,088,686 - loans; 
Sinclair, US Pat. No. 6208979 - loans; 
Fletcher, US Pat. No. 6,1 12,190 - loans; 
Baker, US Pub. No. 200201 38414 - loans; 
Sweeney, US Pub. No. 20030065614 - loans; and 
Munoz, US Pub. No. 20020198822 - loans. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sara Chandler whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1 186. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30. 



Application/Control Number: 09/966,268 



Page 11 



Art Unit: 3693 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on 571-272-6712. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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